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The following types of activities constitute obstructions, delays, or effects upon commerce within the meaning of the Hobbs Act: 


1. conduct affecting a business dependent upon interstate commerce for supplies and materials; ! 
2. conduct affecting a contractor constructing facilities to serve interstate commerce;* 
3. conduct utilizing interstate transportation and communication facilities in furtherance of a criminal conspiracy; 


4. conduct causing depletion of the assets of a business actively or substantially engaged in interstate commerce;* 


5. the number of individuals victimized or the sums involved are so large that there will be a cumulative impact on interstate 


commerce. 3 


CUMULATIVE SUPPLEMENT 
Cases: 


A rational jury could have found that successfully extorting money from individual in his capacity as the owner of towing 
business could have depleted assets of towing business and impacted interstate commerce, as element of Hobbs Act extortion; 
towing business routinely operated across state lines and serviced out-of-state customers. 18 U.S.C.A. § 1951(b)(2). United 
States v. Valentini, 944 F.3d 343 (1st Cir. 2019). 
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